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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Priority 

1 . Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an application 
filed in Japan on 3/9/2000 It is noted, however, that applicant has not filed a certified copy of the 
JP 2000-64364 application as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 19(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 and 3-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton et al. (US Patent 5010346) in view of Paiam (US Patent 6421478), Okugawa et al. (JP 
11-055320), and Tachikawa et al. (US Patent 5414548). 



3. Regarding claims 1, 4, 5, and 7, Hamilton et al. discloses an optical signal processing 
device (Fig. 1) comprising an input optical waveguide (Fig. 1, #18), an optical splitter after th 
input (Fig. 1, #20), an optical delay waveguide array after the splitter (Fig. 1, #32), an optical 
combiner (col. 6, lines 9-14), output optical waveguides (Fig. 1, #46, 48, 50, 52, and 54). 
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However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a combiner after a delay array, an output 
waveguide into a port, and optical gates off the substrate, amplitude adjustment of the array to a 
different intensity, or silica-based waveguides. 

Paiam teaches the combiner (Fig. 2a, #12) and an ou3tput waveguide into a port (Fig. 2a, 
#4). Okugawa et al. teaches optical gates off a substrate (Fig. 1, #5 and 6). Tachikawa et al. 
teaches amplitude adjustment or the array (Fig. 8, #95) to a different intensity (inherent) and 
silica-based waveguides (col. 8, lines 39-45). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the combiner and port of Paiam with the device of Hamilton et al., since one 
would be motivated to use it for routing and directing optical signals as implied from Paiam (col. 
4, lines 56-60). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the optical gates of Okugawa et al. with the device of Hamilton et al. since 
one would be motivated to have it for controlling the optical signals and letting only certain 
signals through as implied from Okugawa et al. (Abstract, Solution). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the amplitude adjustment of Tachikawa et al. with the device of Hamilton et 
al., since one would be motivated to amplify to compensate for the loss in signal intensity as 
implied from Tachikawa et al. (col. 11, lines 1-2). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have silica based waveguides of Tachikawa et al. with the device of Hamilton et 
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al., since one would be motivated to incorporate it with the device thus saving on manufacturing 
costs as implied from Tachikawa et al. (col. 8. lines 39-45). 

4. Regarding claim 3, Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et 

al., suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose the waveguides, splitter, array, combiner, and 
gate on a substrate, and a gate between the combiner and output. 

Tachikawa et al. further teaches waveguides, array, and combiner on a substrate (Fig. 5). 
It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the waveguides, array, and combiner of Tachikawa et al. along with the 
splitter and gate on the substrate with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, 
Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since rearranging parts of an invention involves routine 
skill in the art. One would be motivated to have all the parts on the substrate to keep the 
components together to conserve space and provide support to the components. 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have to have the gate between the combiner and output with the suggested device 
of Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since rearranging 
parts of an invention involves routine skill in the art. One would be motivated to have this 
arrangement to conserve on costs and have one optical gate instead of many as seen in Okugawa 
etal. (Fig. 1,#6). 



Application/Control Number: 09/802,168 
Art Unit: 2882 



Page 5 



5. Regarding claim 6, Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et 

al., suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose phase controllers on the waveguides after gate 

elements. 

Paiam teaches phase controllers on the waveguides. 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
made, to have the phase controllers of Paiam with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in 
of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be motivated to use it for 
tuning the array into different functions as implied from Paiam (col. 1 1, lines 13-22). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the phase controllers after gate elements with the suggested device of 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., rearranging parts of an 
invention involves routine skill in the art. One would be motivated to have the phase controllers 
after gate elements to create even more path length changes after the delay array as implied from 
Paiam (col. 12, lines 22-41). 



was 



view 



6. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Duguay et al. (US Patent 3838278). 

Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., suggests a device 

as recited above. 
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However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose digital-to-analog converted value of the 
optical signals. 

Duguay et al. teaches digital-to-analog converted value of the optical signals (col. 3, lines 

23-25). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the digital-to-analog converted value of the optical signals of Duguay et al. 
with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et 
al., since one would be motivated to have these conversions to make this compatible with either 
existing electronic transmission systems or with future optical transmission systems (col. 1, lines 
40-44) as implied from Duguay et al. 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
of Ishida et al. (US Patent 59371 17) and Inoue et al. (US Patent 5546483). 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., suggests a device 
as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a Mach-Zehnder switch with a thin film 
heater as the amplitude controller or a thin film heater as an optical modulator. 

Ishida et al. teaches a Mach-Zehnder switch with a thin film heater as the amplitude 
controller (col. 8, lines 66-67, and col. 9, lines 1-5). Inoue et al. teaches a thin film heater as an 
optical modulator (col. 14, lines 60-65). 



view 



view < 
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It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the Mach-Zehnder switch or Ishida et al. with the suggested device of 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be 
motivated to use it as a selector to determine which signals get through as implied from Ishida et 

al. (col. 8, lines 57-67). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have thin film heater of Inoue et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be motivated to use it to 
adjust light to satisfy a certain relative phase condition as implied from Inoue et al. (col. 15, lines 
12-15). 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Kito et al. (JP 09-258045). 

Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., suggests a device 

as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a multi-mode interference optical coupler. 

Kito et al. teaches a multi-mode interference optical coupler (Abstract, Solution). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the coupler of Kito et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in view 
of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be motivated to use it for super- 
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high speed optical transmission in optical communication systems as implied from Kito et al. 
(Abstract, Problem to be Solved). 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Inoue et al. 

Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., suggests a device 

as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a TE/TM converter. 
Inoue et al. teaches a TE/TM converter (col. 16, lines 1-10). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have TE/TM converter of Inoue et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. 
in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be motivated to achieve 
polarization-independent operation and reduce birefringence as implied from Inoue et al. (col. 
15, lines 54-67). 

10. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. (US 
Patent 5748811). 

For purposes of being concise, Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and 
Tachikawa et al., suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not a switch and second array or identical timing. 
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Amersfoort et al. teaches a switch and second array (Fig. 14, #174, 176, and 178). 
Okugawa et al. shows identical timing (Abstract, Solution). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the switch and second array of Amersfoort et al. with the suggested device of 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al, and Tachikawa et al., since one would be 
motivated to have switching to create networks where signals are switched among fibers without 
the necessity of converting the signal to electrical form as implied from Amersfoort (col. 1, lines 
25-30). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the identical timing of Okugawa et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton 
et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al, and Tachikawa et al, since one would be motivated to 
have identically separate timing to keep the signals from getting mixed as implied from 
Okugawa et al. (Abstract, Solution). 

1 1 . Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al, Tachikawa et al, and Amersfoort et al as applied to claim 1 1 
above, and further in view of Ishida et al. 

Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al, and Amersfoort et al. 
suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a Mach-Zehnder switch with a thin film 

heater. 
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Ishida et al. teaches a Mach-Zehnder switch with a thin film heater (col. 8, lines 66-67, 
and col. 9, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the Mach-Zehnder switch or Ishida et al. with the suggested device of 
Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., and Tachikawa et al., since one would be 
motivated to use it as a selector to determine which signals get through as implied from Ishida et 
al. (col. 8, lines 57-67). 

12. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. as applied to claim 1 1 
above, and further in view of Kito et al. (JP 09-258045). 

Hamilton et al. in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. 
suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a multi-mode interference optical coupler. 

Kito et al. teaches a multi-mode interference optical coupler (Abstract, Solution). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have the coupler of Kito et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. in view 
of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. since one would be motivated 
to use it for super-high speed optical transmission in optical communication systems as implied 
from Kito et al. (Abstract, Problem to be Solved). 
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13. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. in 
view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. as applied to claim 1 1 
above, and further in view of Inoue et al. 

Hamilton et al in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al., Tachikawa et al., and Amersfoort et al. 
suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Hamilton et al. does not disclose a TE/TM converter. 

Inoue et al. teaches a TE/TM converter (col. 16, lines 1-10). 

It would have been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have TE/TM converter of Inoue et al. with the suggested device of Hamilton et al. 
in view of Paiam, Okugawa et al, Tachikawa et al, and Amersfoort et al. since one would be 
motivated to achieve polarization-independent operation and reduce birefringence as implied 
from Inoue et al. (col. 15, lines 54-67). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chih-Cheng Glen Kao whose telephone number is (703) 605- 
5298. The examiner can normally be reached on M - Th (8 am to 5 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on (703) 305-3492. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9318 for regular 
communications and 703-872-9319 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 
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